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In this policy note I wish to make four points.
First, for most of the Pacific island countries
(including Papua New Guinea), but
particularly for the larger land-rich
Melanesian countries, the present focus for
employment for the bulk of the population
and for economic growth should be on
promoting productivity growth in
agriculture. Second, while having some
benefits for Pacific countries, the movement
of unskilled Pacific labour to Australia and
New Zealand can make little contribution to
overcoming unemployment and under-
employment in the larger Pacific island
countries. Third, the small Pacific island
countries cannot compete on the global stage
in the production and export of large-volume,
standard quality, agricultural commodities
and should focus on differentiated products
that command a premium price that covers
the high costs of participating in
international trade. Fourth, a wide range of
research is needed to support the growth of
agricultural productivity in the Pacific island
countries and the regional universities, in
particular the University of the South Pacific,
have an important role to play in the various
research areas, in collaboration with regional
and other research institutions.
Population growth and labour
mobility
Let me first discuss population projections
for the Pacific island countries and their
implications for growth in the demand for
foodstuffs, growth in the size of workforces,
and so-called Pacific labour mobility. I
recently participated in the production of the
World Bank’s report At Home and Away:
expanding job opportunities for Pacific islanders
through labour mobility. For that report, I and
others made projections of populations in the
Pacific states under various assumptions
about fertility rates, life expectancy, and
migration (World Bank 2006). Projections
were also made for formal employment for
nine countries for which some formal
employment data were available. Putting
these two sets of projections together gave
projections of the number of people of
working age who would not be formally
employed; or, to look at it another way, the
potential supply of labour for overseas
employment.
The main point that I wish to draw from
Table 1 showing the population projections
is the large increase in populations in several
of the Pacific countries. In the Melanesian
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Table 1 Population projections, 2014 and 2029
2004 2014 2029
Cook Islands 14,000 12,775 9,859
Fiji Islands 836,002 930,235 1,048,800
FSM 112,711 138,250 179,885
Kiribati 93,101 116,375 160,780
Marshall Islands 55,370 72,980 100,980
Nauru 10,100 11,320 12,730
Papua New Guinea 5,695,301 7,138,420 9,807,415
Samoa 182,750 198,280 227,560
Solomon Islands 460,104 588,760 806,540
Tonga 98,322 102,980 107,340
Tuvalu 9,639 10,630 12,750
Vanuatu 215,836 281,180 409,460
Source: Booth, H., Zhang, G., Rao, M., Taomia, F. and Duncan, R., 2006. Population pressures in Papua New
Guinea, the Pacific island economies and Timor Leste, Governance Program Working Paper, Pacific Institute of
Advanced Studies in Development and Governance, University of the South Pacific, Suva. Available at
http://www.usp.ac.fj/index.php?id=piasdg_downloads_gov
countries, by 2029—that is, in only 23 years—
Papua New Guinea’s population is projected
to increase to near to 10 million; Solomon
Islands’ population is projected to increase to
806,000; and Vanuatu’s population is
projected to increase to 409,000. These large
increases are the result of persistently high
fertility rates, falling mortality rates, and very
limited emigration. By comparison Fiji’s
population is projected to increase by only 25
per cent to 1,049,000. The slower rate of
population increase in Fiji is dependent on
the lower fertility of Indo-Fijian women and
the assumption that emigration of Indo-
Fijians will continue at the same level as over
the past 20 years.
Among the Micronesian countries, large
population increases are also expected in the
Federated States of Micronesia (FSM) and
Marshall Islands: in FSM an increase of 60
per cent over the 2004 level is projected by
2029 and in Marshall Islands an increase of
82 per cent is projected. The lower increase
in FSM is due to assuming that its higher
level of emigration will continue.
It is difficult to believe that, under
existing farming systems, food production
can keep up with the high population
growth rates in these countries—around 2
per cent in the case of Kiribati, Marshall
Islands, Papua New Guinea, and Solomon
Islands, and 2.5 per cent in the case of
Vanuatu. The long-term rates of agricultural
productivity growth in Australia and the
United States—with their rapid growth in
the capital-intensity of agriculture—have
been around 2 per cent. Estimates of
agricultural productivity that Mahendra
Reddy and I have made for seven Pacific
island countries indicate that there has been
no productivity growth over the past 45 years
(Reddy and Duncan 2006). Therefore, any
increase in food production must have come
from expansion of the area under crops. With
the bulk of Pacific populations living in the
rural areas, it is hard to believe that rural
communities have not already come under
stress, or that they will not come under severe
stress at the expected rates of population
growth. I suspect that the rapid growth of
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the major urban centres throughout the
Pacific is, in part, due to such stress.
Moreover, the rapid growth of squatter
settlements in the urban centres in the
Melanesian countries could well be linked
to food production not keeping up with
population growth. This is an area where
research would be helpful.
The point that I wish to make from Table
2 is that Pacific labour mobility, that is, the
employment of unskilled Pacific labour in
Australia and New Zealand can have only
limited impact on the numbers not in formal
employment in the relatively large Melanesian
countries—Fiji, Papua New Guinea, Solomon
Islands, and Vanuatu. With the exception of
Fiji, the numbers of working-age people (15–
54 years) not employed in the formal sector in
these countries dwarfs the number formally
employed. By 2029 the number of working-
age people is projected to increase
dramatically: to 5.1 million in Papua New
Guinea, to 436.7 thousand in Solomon
Islands, and to 209 thousand in Vanuatu.
Even if Australia adopts some form of
temporary unskilled worker scheme as
New Zealand has done—as I hope it will—
they cannot take numbers of a size that will
make much of a dent in the numbers
projected as not formally employed.
Temporary workers of a few hundred or
a few thousand can make a difference in the
smaller Pacific countries but they cannot make
much of a difference in the larger Melanesian
countries, either in terms of employment or
remittances. I agree with the views that
acceptance of such workers by Australia and
New Zealand can lead to changes in attitudes
and that such changes can be important in
changing community attitudes about how
their societies and governments should
behave. Such temporary employment can also
lead to improvements in skills. But here I am
mainly concerned about large increases in the
provision of more productive employment for
people in rural areas in the Pacific.
Table 2 Potential supply of labour for overseas employment, in 2004 and 2015
2004 2015
Working-age Formal Working-age Working-age Formal Working-age
population* employment  popn. not population* employment popn. not
formally formally
employed employed
Cook Islands 7,276 5,900 1,376 6,685 6,000 685
Fiji Islands 487,450 122,000 365,450 516,625 145,880 370,745
FSM 61,786 15,350 46,436 72,619 16,470 56,149
Marshall Islands 29,614 10,480 19,134 35,572 11,270 24,302
Papua New Guinea 3,320,217 205,870 3,114,347 3,898,856 226,460 3,672,396
Samoa 91,131 59,000 32,131 98,777 63,425 35,352
Solomon Islands 239,362 30,070 209,292 312,060 32,360 279,700
Tonga 51,824 35,820 16,004 53,808 37,610 16,198
Vanuatu 110,976 16,300 94,676 147,281 17,820 129,461
* The working-age population is defined as those of 15–54 years of age.
Source: World Bank, 2006. At Home and Away: expanding job opportunities for Pacific islanders through labour
mobility, World Bank, Washington, DC.
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The importance of growth in agricultural
productivity for initial economic
development
I now turn to the main point of this paper,
which is to argue that for the Pacific island
states—particularly the land-rich Melanesian
states—the route to providing job opportun-
ities and improved welfare for the rapidly
increasing numbers of people not formally
employed, and economic growth and develop-
ment for the economies as a whole, should
be primarily through improvements in
agricultural productivity.
In making this case I draw on some
economic writings about the processes of
economic development that were greatly
under-appreciated at the time but which are
now receiving more attention. Contrary to the
classical economists who noted agriculture’s
lower productivity and thus argued for the
transfer of labour out of agriculture and into
industry, Johnston and Mellor (1961) and
later writers (Mellor 1966; Hazell and Roell
1983) highlighted the backward and forward
linkages from the farm sector. They argued
that increases in agricultural output through
increasing land and labour productivity
reduce the price of food for both rural and
urban consumers, increasing real incomes
(which is particularly important for the poor
who spend 50–80 per cent of their incomes
on food). The increased agricultural
productivity also increases the incomes of
farmers, despite the fall in output prices, and
increases rural employment (which is
particularly important where there are
substantial numbers of landless poor).
The increased incomes of farmers raise
their savings, which can be used to fund
investment on the farm as well as investment
in non-farm rural and urban activities. The
higher incomes of farmers make them more
important markets for domestically produced
manufactures and services, including
forward linkages to rural services, such as
equipment repair and agricultural
processing, and backward linkages to
equipment and fertiliser sales and marketing
services. The increased off-farm investment
increases the opportunities for off-farm
employment and leads to growing shares of
off-farm income in the incomes of rural
households (for example, the share of off-farm
income in the incomes of rural households
in countries such as China and Vietnam is
now 35–40 per cent).1
In the early stage of development, both
land and labour productivity must rise, but
land productivity must rise faster to create
additional employment on farms, to benefit
the poor and stimulate demand for non-farm
goods and services. Where countries are
relatively better endowed with labour, there
has to be a focus on yield-increasing technol-
ogies, which increases land productivity but
also increases the demand for labour as well
as modern intermediate inputs.
In later stages of development, as employ-
ment opportunities outside agriculture
increase, labour moves out of agriculture and
wages for farm labour increase. Labour
productivity must continue to increase and
the structure of agriculture change if
agriculture is to retain its comparative
advantage. So we observe, for example,
movement into higher valued agricultural
commodities.
What evidence is there in support
of this theorising?
I argue that the economic growth
performances of the fast-growing countries
of East and Southeast Asia, such as China,
Indonesia, Malaysia, Thailand, and Vietnam,
as well as Brazil (at times) and Chile in Latin
America provide examples of the benefits of
such a development strategy. These East
Asian economies had the fastest growth in
agricultural productivity in the world, the
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fastest growth in agricultural value added,
the fastest decline in the share of agricultural
value added in GDP, and were among the
most rapidly growing countries. On the other
hand, where agricultural productivity
growth has been poor, as in sub-Saharan
Africa, the transformation of economies has
stalled and economic growth is poor.
Agriculture’s share of GDP in sub-Saharan
Africa has remained constant for the past 20
years (see Tables 3 and 4).
Explaining the move away from
agriculture as a development option
In the 1970s there was considerable attention
given to agriculture as a source of economic
growth and poverty reduction. However, in
the 1980s and 1990s, the focus of the
development agencies, as measured by
shares of lending and grants, shifted away
from the agricultural sector. The Integrated
Rural Development Projects, popularised by
development agencies in the 1970s and early
1980s, attempted to provide a compre-
hensive approach to rural development,
including development of infrastructure and
marketing channels. However, these projects
were largely failures (that is thought now to
have been the result of poor project design,
which did not take proper account of
institutions, culture, and ownership).
One explanation given for the reduced
attention on agriculture in major international
development agencies is that those people
who entered the development assistance
field in this period and were part of the
Integrated Rural Development Project failures
have risen to positions of authority and are
now negative towards the rural sector.
Another possible reason for the shift in
attention away from agriculture is that the
main focus of development assistance agencies
in the 1980s became trade liberalisation and
development of labour-intensive, export-
oriented industries, following the success of
the ‘Asian Tigers’. In fact, this was the only
way that land-poor countries such as Hong
Kong and Singapore could develop. However,
in the land-rich followers (Indonesia,
Malaysia, and Thailand) the importance of
agricultural productivity growth in their early
stages of development, through its income,
Table 3 Agricultural productivity growth, by countries and regions, 1961–98
Agricultural value added/ Agricultural value added/
agricultural land agricultural labour
1961–80 1981–98 1961–80 1981–98
China 2.28 3.57 1.67 3.34
Indonesia 3.93 2.52 2.74 1.28
Thailand 1.99 2.89 2.44 2.32
Southeast Asia 2.92 1.89 2.54 1.14
South Asia 2.14 3.19 0.73 1.93
West Africa 0.50 2.80 –0.30 1.67
Southern and East Africa 2.20 1.91 0.18 –0.40
Latin America 2.80 1.67 2.42 2.26
Source: Akiyama, T., 2004. ‘Growth of the agricultural sector: are there pecularities with Southeast Asia?’,
in T. Akiyama and D.F. Larson (eds), Rural Development and Agricultural Growth in Indonesia, the Philippines
and Thailand, Asia Pacific Press, The Australian National University, Canberra:49–73.
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savings and investment linkages, was not
realised or was ignored.
A further possible reason for the lack of
focus on agriculture is that with the emphasis
on the so-called ‘Washington Consensus’
there was a shift in focus within developing
country governments to ‘core’ ministries,
such as finance, and the reduced influence
of agricultural departments. While there are
good arguments for not having ministries
representing sectoral interests such as
agriculture and industry, those in the core
ministries should appreciate the role of the
various sectors in the development process.
The reduction in importance of agricultural
ministries and the lack of understanding of
the importance of agricultural development
by core ministries in developing countries
has had widespread implications.
With the elimination of much of the state
intervention in agricultural marketing
during the 1980s and 1990s, the private
sector is now mainly undertaking the
marketing and distribution of primary
commodities. Product differentiation has
become much more important as producers
search for higher-price niches for their
products. Marketing or supply chains have
also become more important, together with
the fact that it is the large retail chains that
are setting health and quality standards. But,
for their part, agriculture ministries in
developing countries now have little to do
with the marketing and trade of primary
commodities. Trade policy is being handled
by the trade and commerce ministries, or by
foreign affairs, or finance—ministries that
often have little expertise in agricultural
matters. Thus agricultural marketing and
trade policy is falling between the cracks.
Another factor that may explain the lack
of government commitment to agriculture is
the willingness of donors to provide food aid
in the event of emergencies. Such an
interpretation may suggest a rather cynical
view of the actions of governments but has
some substance. Further, the urban bias of
governments in many developing countries
is also probably working against the interests
of the rural sector. With the rapid growth of
the few large urban areas in many
developing countries, urban centres have
become the basis of political support for
many developing country governments.
Therefore, it is in their interests to bias
expenditure towards the urban centres.
Table 4 Agriculture value-added as a share of GDP, 1981–2004 (per cent)
1981–83 1987–89 1996–98 2002–04
China 39.5 .. 18.8 13.1
Indonesia 27.0 .. 16.8 15.8
Malaysia .. 19.1 11.5 9.1
Thailand 20.4 .. 11.5 9.9
Vietnam .. 43.0 26.5 22.4
Southeast Asia 24.1 .. 14.8 ..
South Asia 34.5 .. 25.1 22.3
Eastern and Southern Africa 25.3 .. 27.2 ..
West Africa 29.3 .. 31.6 ..
Source: Akiyama, T., 2004. ‘Growth of the agricultural sector: are there pecularities with Southeast Asia?’,
in T. Akiyama and D.F. Larson (eds), Rural Development and Agricultural Growth in Indonesia, the Philippines
and Thailand, Asia Pacific Press, The Australian National University, Canberra.
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Moreover, the urban centres have often been
the locus for the industralisation-led
development strategies pursued fruitlessly
by many developing countries.
While the focus of development
assistance agencies is shifting back to the role
of agriculture in economic growth in low-
income countries, an important question is
to how to shift the focus of developing
country governments to the agricultural
sectors. This will not be easy.
The situation is changing in development
assistance agencies
In recent years the situation with respect to
the importance placed on the role of the
agricultural sector in growth has been
changing—at least it is changing in major
development assistance agencies, including
the Australian government’s development
agency, AusAID. For instance, the World
Bank’s Agricultural and Rural Development
Strategy 2002 recognised the importance of
smallholder agriculture for economic growth
and poverty reduction. DFID’s Growth and
Poverty Reduction: the role of agriculture noted
that ‘agriculture should be placed at the heart
of efforts to reduce poverty’ (United Kingdom
2005:1). It also stated that
[t]his is particularly the case for labour-
intensive, small-scale agriculture with
its strong links to growth in other
areas. No poor country has ever
successfully reduced poverty through
agriculture alone, but almost none
have achieved it without first
increasing agricultural productivity.
In the December 2006 issue of its Focus
magazine, AusAID says
Pacific island policymakers and
external aid donors, like AusAID, need
to help create the right conditions for
Islander people to improve their
productivity, particularly in high value
crops (AusAID 2006:6).
Thus, there is a return to the ideas that were
developed by Johnston and Mellor (1961)
and others but which never received the
attention that they deserved.
The focus of the World Bank and the US
and European donors is on sub-Saharan
Africa and its poor agricultural performance.
However, there is a vigorous debate over
whether the agricultural sector in Africa can
play the kind of role that it has played in Asia.
Those pessimistic about the likelihood of
agriculture playing an important stimulating
role in economic growth in Africa point to
the absence of a ‘Green Revolution’ in
Africa to promote agricultural productivity
as it did in Asia. Moreover, they note that
agricultural prices have fallen considerably
since the Asian Green Revolution and argue
that it will therefore be much more difficult
to replicate the experience. As well, they note
the high internal costs of transport in these
countries as compared with the sharply
declining costs of international transport
that make the subsidised food exports from
the high-income countries so competitive.
There is also the issue of rising health and
quality standards as well as the sanitary
and phytosanitary standards that are seen
as obstacles to smallholders entering export
markets.
Extreme pessimists about agricultural
development argue that urban-based
development should be promoted to
encourage people to move out of the rural
sector. Moreover, they argue that the cheap
food imports that are available should be
used to replace domestic production. The
development of off-farm employment is thus
seen as the main means of increasing
incomes of rural households. This domestic
migration thesis has parallels in the
encouragement of international migration.
But low-income rural households have long
been using domestic and international
migration to diversify their family income
risks without solving poverty problems.
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Those now arguing for a focus in low-
income countries on productivity growth in
agriculture and its growth-promoting
backward and forward linkages point to the
empirical studies showing that in economies
at this stage of development agricultural
growth is much more poverty-reducing than
growth in other sectors. (This result should
not be a surprise as it is consistent with the
theory of comparative advantage. That is,
these are countries endowed with high levels
of arable land and unskilled labour relative
to capital and skilled labour and therefore
should specialise in activities that use mainly
land and unskilled labour.) Supporters of a
focus on agriculture argue that the poor
performance of agriculture in Africa is due
to under-investment in infrastructure (both
physical and human capital), the need for
institutional change, and the by-passing
(even taxing) of agriculture in favour of
industrialisation. They also note the growth
of domestic demand accompanying the rapid
growth in populations and suggest that
producing for rapidly growing domestic
markets, with their lower quality and health
standards, offers better prospects for their
farmers than trying to compete in
international markets.
Promoting agricultural productivity
growth in the Pacific
I argue, therefore, that the lower-income,
land-rich Pacific countries with the bulk of
their population deriving their livelihoods
in rural areas should basically drive
economic growth and improved welfare by
increasing agricultural productivity and
thereby exploit their comparative advantage.
This would be a new policy direction for the
Pacific. In the past, reliance on improving
economic growth performance has mostly
been given over to trying to foster industrial
activities through setting up government
businesses or through import protection for
private industrial activities, and/or through
use of resource rents from mining, fishing,
and logging to support these industrial
activities. Rather than governments adopting
policies promoting agriculture, agricultural
activities have been disadvantaged by the real
exchange rate effects of industrial tariffs and
the urban and industrial bias in the
expenditure of natural resource rents. So, in
a sense, I am not arguing for special treatment
for agriculture but for balance in policy
development.
The exception where a few of the Pacific
countries have made good use of their
comparative advantage in natural resources
and labour is in the development of tourism.
Fiji is the leader in this area. By its provision
of good international airport facilities,
competitive international and domestic air
services, and long-term security of tenure for
the construction of resort hotels, it has provided
the basis for the development of its tourist
industry—although the industry has suffered
greatly from political and policy instability.
Cook Islands, Samoa, and Vanuatu are making
some progress along this path—especially in
the opening up of international air services—
and they are seeing the benefits in increased
tourist numbers. It remains to be seen whether
they can put all the basics in place, especially
in Vanuatu where political instability and
security of access to land for infrastructure and
resort development remain problematical.
The Pacific island economies, constrained
by small domestic markets, remoteness from
major markets, and prevalence of natural
disasters—together with the difficulties
posed by their customary land tenure and
related poor credit access—face difficulties
in generating agricultural productivity
growth; difficulties that are probably as
formidable as for any other group of
countries. However, that should not prevent
them from trying. Because of their small
domestic markets Pacific countries must
compete in international markets. But they
have to find market niches that will pay
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prices high enough to offset their high
domestic and international transport costs.
There are also the difficulties they face in
being part of the supply chain for domestic
and international markets because of the
high transaction costs of their involvement.
For some of the Pacific countries, the
growth of the tourism industry offers scope
for increased agricultural production. But
supplying resort hotels means that local
producers will have to meet international
health and quality standards and also
international standards in the reliability of
delivery of their products. In this respect,
growth of tourism is not the same as growth
of the local population.
Research priorities
Finally, I wish to address what needs to be
done to improve agricultural productivity in
the Pacific countries. While I believe that the
greatest welfare gains will come from
increased productivity growth in the land-
rich/high population countries, this does
not mean that agricultural productivity
growth is not important in other countries—
particularly in countries such as FSM,
Kiribati, and Marshall Islands or in the
outlying islands and regions of many of the
Pacific countries, with much more limited
opportunities for developing internationally
competitive agricultural exports. Because of
their very high ‘trade costs’ they are
inevitably forced to be much more self-
sufficient in foodstuffs and therefore
improved agricultural productivity is
essential for improved living standards. This
goal is becoming more difficult as there is
frequently population movement away from
these more remote islands and regions.
A wide range of research is essential for
achieving the goal of improved agricultural
productivity and the responsibility must rest
to a large degree with the University of the
South Pacific and its collaboration with other
research bodies in the region. Obviously,
physical research is needed to develop the
new and improved varieties needed if the
local industries are to be competitive with
imports in the local market and to establish
differentiated products (market niches)
internationally. Also, new and improved and
environmentally sustainable farming
systems will be needed to support the new
and improved varieties.
In order for Pacific countries to maximise
the employment opportunities of agricultural
productivity growth, research will have to
focus on technologies that increase land
productivity. Therefore, the focus in
agricultural research likely has to be on yield-
increasing technology. Higher value-added
crop and livestock products will also mean
higher labour intensity of production.
Science also has an important
contribution to make in developing systems
to ensure that health and quality and SPS
standards are met. Processes for ensuring
that the standards are met have to be
incorporated within marketing, value, or
supply chains that move the product ‘from
the farm gate to the dinner plate’. The
experience of other countries suggests that
IT can play an important role in the
development of the marketing chains—
which points to the opening-up of
telecommunications sectors and making
these services available as widely and as
cheaply as possible. Thus there is a role for
business and economics studies.
Economics must also engage with the
agricultural research, with the development
of marketing chains, with the development
of appropriate infrastructure, with the
management of price and production risks,
and with the development of appropriate
government policy. It is increasingly
recognised that economics has an important
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role in identifying what are called the
'binding constraints’ to private sector
development and economic growth, i.e. the
main obstacles to overcome in order to get a
good supply response. Binding constraints
may be in the form of the high costs of access
to domestic finance as the result of low
domestic savings or poor collateral, or the
high costs of international finance due to
restrictions on foreign investment or high
sovereign risk. Or binding constraints may
be due to inadequate returns to investment
or difficulty in the private sector
appropriating the returns to their investment
(due to insecure property rights, poor
contract enforcement, political instability,
and disincentives to entrepreneurship) (see
Hausmann, Rodrik and Velasco 2006). Early
work in this area confirms that the binding
constraints will likely differ from country to
country. Therefore, in-depth knowledge of
countries is required to get the priorities right.
Because of the customary ownership of
most land in the Pacific, obtaining
agricultural productivity growth is more
difficult in this environment than it would
be otherwise because of the difficulty of
obtaining secure individual access to land
and, consequently, the difficulty of acquiring
collateral in order to access credit. Fiji has
led the way in showing how secure
individual tenure can be compatible with
customary ownership. Other countries are
looking at how to mobilise their customary
land so that it can be used more productively.
Land Summits have recently been held in
Papua New Guinea and Vanuatu so that
their communities can have a comprehensive
look at the issues involved.
A critical area for socioeconomic research
will be the development of institutions for
more labour-intensive farming within the
traditional customary-ownership context,
where the cultural value of sharing holds
great importance. Ideally, these institutions
will incorporate management systems that
will allow productive activities to be
undertaken on an economically efficient
basis. Research that I have been associated
with on management systems being adopted
by indigenous Fijians taking over expired
cane leases shows that it is possible to
develop such systems.
Summing up
As I said, I should not be seen as arguing for
an agricultural sector-specific development
plan, but rather arguing for a correction in
development strategy that takes advantage
of the comparative advantage of the Pacific
countries. At the same time there is the
possibility of creating employment for the
‘youth bulge’ that several Pacific countries
can expect over the next 25 years.
Can we expect a Pacific ‘Green
Revolution’? I don’t think so. Moreover, the
export prospects for the Pacific countries—
given their high costs of trading inter-
nationally—point to a focus on differentiated
products that can exploit market niches. This
conclusion points to the need for clever ideas
and for being receptive to ideas, technology,
and investment from elsewhere. But have no
doubt that there are lots of competitors also
searching for these market niches.
Notes
1 Lewis (1954) too had argued that industrial
and agrarian revolutions always go together
and that economies in which agriculture is
stagnant do not show industrial develop-
ment. However, the process of this
transformation was not understood and
Lewis’ ideas were used to support the
industrialisation policies of the 1950s to 1970s.
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